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WAGES COUNCILS ACT, 1959 

Appointment of a Conunission of Inquiry 

WHEREAS the Minister of Labour is considering whether he should exercise 
his powers under Section 4 of the Wages Councils Act, 1959, to make an 
order varying the field of operation of the Sugar Confectionery and Food 
Preserving Wages Council (Great Britain) by the exclusion from the field of 
operation of that Council of workers employed in the making of cocoa, 
chocolate and sugar confectionery; 

NOW THEREFORE the Minister in pursuance of the powers conferred upon 
him by Sections 6 and 9 of, and the Fourth Schedule to, the said Act and after 
consultation with organisations representing employers and workers respec- 
tively in accordance with paragraph 3 of the said Fourth Schedule, hereby 
appoints the following persons to be members of a commission of inquiry: — 

{d) Persons chosen as being independent persons; — 

Mr. George Gordon Honeyman, C.B.E,, Q.C. 

Lady (Mary) Morris, O.B.E.. M.A. 

Mr. Jacob Glyndwr Picton. 

(f>) Persons chosen to represent employers: — 

Mr. Thomas Alan Swinden. 

Mr. Frank Ian Tuckwell. 

(c) Persons chosen to represent employed persons: — 

Mr. Frank Arthur Axtell. 

Mr. Alexander Edwin Halliday, O.B.E. 

And the Minister further appoints Mr. G. G. Honeyman to be chairman of 
the said commission and Mr. J. G. Picton to act as deputy chairman in the 
absence of the chairman; 

And the Minister in pursuance of the provisions of the said Section 6 hereby 
refers to the said commission the question whether the field of operation of 
the said Wages Council should be varied. 

Dated this 4th day of October. 1960. 

{Signed) L. H. Helsby, 

Secretary, 

Ministry of Labour. 
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To 

The Right Honourable, 

THE MINISTER OF LABOUR. 



Sir, 

On 4th October, 1960, we were appointed under the Wages Councils Act, 
1959, to be members of a Commission of Inquiry to report on the question 
whether the field of operation of the Sugar Confectionery and Food Preserving 
Wages Council (Great Britain) should be varied. 

We now have the honour to submit to you the following Report. 

INTRODUCTORY 

1. Following our first meeting, a Notice was published in the London and 
Edinburgh Gazettes on 2nd December, 1960, inviting written representations 
on the question of variation of the field of operation of the Wages Council. 
Specific invitations were sent to the organisations known to be affected. The 
Commission met on six further occasions when oral or written evidence was 
considered. The names of the organisations and persons giving such evidence 
are listed in the Appendix. 



HISTORICAL 

2. In 1913 a Trade Board was established for certain branches of the Sugar 
Confectionery and Food Preserving Trade in Great Britain. By the Trade 
Boards (Grocery and Provisions) Order, 1920, certain operations when carried 
on in conjunction with the retail or wholesale sale of specified articles were 
excluded from the scope of the Board. Under the Wages Councils Act, 1945, 
the Trade Board was converted into a Wages Council. 

3. The Wages Council covers all workers engaged in the making of sugar 
confectionery, cocoa, chocolate, jam, marmalade, preserved fruits, fruit and 
table jellies, meat extracts, meat essences, sauces and pickles; the preparation 
of meat, poultry, game, fish, vegetables and fruit for sale in a preserved state 
in tins, pots, bottles, and similar receptacles; the processes of wrapping, filling, 
packing, and labelling in respect of articles so made or prepared, excluding the 
covering and filling of biscuits, wafers and cakes with chocolate or sugar 
confectionery and excluding also all processes or operations included in the 
Appendix to the Trade Boards (Grocery and Provisions) Order, 1920. 

4. The Wages Council is composed of 3 Independent Members, 21 
employers’ representatives nominated by the Food Manufacturers’ Federation 
Incorporated acting jointly with the Cocoa, Chocolate and Confectionery 
Alliance, of whom 10 are nominated by the former and 11 by the latter, and 
21 workers’ representatives of whom 8 are nominated by the National Union 
of General and Municipal Workers, 8 by the Transport and General Workers 
Union and 5 by the Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers. 

STRUCTURE OF THE INDUSTRY 

5. There are two well-defined branches of the industry covered by the 
Wages Council, i.e. sugar confectionery (the making of cocoa, chocolate and 
sweets) and food preserving (the making of jams, preserves, jellies, meat 
extracts, sauces and pickles, and the canning or bottling of fruit, vegetables, 
meat and fish). 
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6. It was difficult to get accurate statistics but on the figures from various 

® confectionery branch gives employment to 

whom some are employed only seasonally. Of the 850 
worker^Tach^ 5tnown to the Wages Council over 500 employ less than 15 

7. At the 490 food preserving establishments on the Wages Council list we 
estimate there are about 45,000 workers of whom a higher proportion than in 
the sugar confectionery branch are employed only seasonally. Some 170 of 

known to the Wages Council employ less than 15 workers 



ORGANISATIONS WITHIN THE INDUSTRY 



Employers’ Organisations 

en^loyep’ organisation covering the sugar confectionery branch is 
the Cocoa, Chocolate and Confectionery Alliance, hereinafter referred to as 
the Alliance, which has a membership of 400 consisting principaBy of the 
employers’ organisation for the food preserving branch is the 
bood Manufacturers’ Federation Incorporated, hereinafter referred to as the 
Federation, which covers a much wider field than that of the Wages Council. 
It nas yUU member firms, of whom under 200 employ workers who are within 
scope of the Wages Council. 



Workers’ Organisations 

9. There are three Unions covering workers in both branches of the industry, 
namely the National Union of General and Municipal Workers the Transport 
and General Workers Union and the Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied 
Workers. No precise information was available on the membership of these 
Unions among workers covered by the Wages Council, but their representa- 
tives claimed that it was substantial. 



Voluntary Negotiating Machinery in the Industry 

10. A Joint Industrial Council for the sugar confectionery branch has been 
in existence since January, 1948 and a Joint Industrial Council covering the 
food preserving branch since November, 1947. The three Unions named in 
paragraph 9 represent the workers on both Joint Industrial Councils. There is 
a previous history of voluntary negotiation in this industry dating back to 
1918 when there was set up an Interim Industrial Reconstruction Committee 
of the Cocoa, Chocolate. Sugar Confectionery, and Jam Industries with the 
object, inter alia, of improving the conditions of aU engaged in those industries. 

11. The Council for the sugar confectionery branch is the Joint Industrial 
Council for the Cocoa. Chocolate and Confectionery Manufacturers’ Industrial 
Group. The employers’ side represents 105 firms, all of whom are members 
of the Alliance. They are reasonably weU spread throughout the country. 
Approximately the same number of firms were said to employ, in 1956 (the 
latest date for which figures are available) 43,000 workers i.e. 61% of the 
total number engaged in that branch of the industry. The wage rates agreed 
through the Joint Industrial Council are generally, for men, about 7s. 6d. per 
week higher than the rates fixed by the Wages Council. 

12. The Joint Industrial CouncB for the Food Manufacturers’ Industrial 
Group covers, inter alia, the food preserving branch of the industry. Only 85 
of the 140 member firms are, in fact, engaged on operations within the scope 
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of the Wages Council. These 85 firms, which control 122 establishments, are 
well spread out over the country. According to a survey undertaken in 1956 
(again the latest date for which figures are available) it was estimated that, 
taking into account the seasonal nature of the various trades concerned in the 
food manufacturing industry, between 30,000 and 55,000 workers were covered 
by the Joint Industrial Council of whom approximately one-third were 
employed in trades outside the scope of the Wages Council. The wages rates, 
for places other than London, agreed through the Joint Industrial Council 
are generally less favourable than those agreed under the Sugar Confectionery 
Joint Industrial Council but are nevertheless, in the case of men, about 5s. 6d. 
per week higher than the rates fixed by the Wages Council. 

13. There was evidence that in both branches of the industry there 
were firms who although not members of the appropriate Joint Industrial 
Council nevertheless followed or exceeded the conditions laid down in the 
relevant agreement. 

ADEQUACY OF THE VOLUNTARY NEGOTIATING MACHINERY 

14. It was the opinion of two of the Trade Unions that the Joint Industrial 
Councils named in paragraphs 1 1 and 12 were adequate for the effective regula- 
tion of remuneration and conditions of employment for workers employed 
in both branches of the industry. The third Union was satisfied as to the 
adequacy of the Joint Industrial Council for the sugar confectionery branch 
but had, at first, some reservations on the adequacy of that for the food 
preserving branch on the ground that it might be advantageous to retain it 
for some time longer until its authority was more extensive than at present. 
Nevertheless, this Union was of the opinion that it would be competent to 
safeguard the workers’ interests if the Wages Council were to be abolished. 

15. All three Unions pointed out that, where, as in this industry, there exist 
in Joint Industrial Council agreements recognised terms or conditions of 
employment, the existence of the Wages Council has the effect of preventing 
action under Section 8 of the Terms and Conditions of Employment Act, 1959. 
Under this Section where terms or conditions of employment are established 
in any trade_ or industry, or section of a trade or industry, either generally or 
in any district, which have been settled by an agreement and the parties to 
the agreement represent a substantial proportion of the employers and workers 
in the trade, industry or section a claim may be reported to the Minister of 
Labour that an employer is not observing the recognised terms or conditions. 
The Minister may take such steps as seem to him to be expedient to settle 
the claim and if not so settled shall refer it to the Industrial Court. No claim, 
however, may be reported in respect of workers whose terms and conditions 
of employment have been settled under some other enactment, such as the 
Wages Councils Act, 1959. 

16. The Alliance was doubtful of the complete adequacy of the Joint 
Industrial Council for the sugar confectionery branch, although it conceded 
fliat it represented more than a half of the industry in terms of production and 
in numbers of workers employed. The bulk of the employers who were not 
party to the agreement were normally the smaller employers who, the Alliance 
felt, might be unwilling, if not unable, to pay the higher rates prescribed by 
the Joint Industrial Council, and it was felt that enforcement by any of the 
Trade Unions would in practice prove ineffectual. 

^ 17. The Federation asserted that the Joint Industrial Council was quite 
inadequate to cover the food preserving branch of the industry. There were on 
the Joint Industrial Council only 85 firms on operations covered by the Wages 
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Council and the majority of those firms were making jam or canning fruit 
at processes of food preserving were not represented 

WORKING OF THE WAGES COUNCIL 

18. At a very early stage it emerged that the task of the Wages Council 
had been made more difficult by having to deal with two distinct branches of 
an industry which were subject, in general, to entirely different influences. 
Negotiations at times had been complicated because one branch happened to 
be more prosperous than the other. The representation on the employers’ side 
was unusual m that the sugar confectionery members were, in general, mem- 
bers also of the Joint Industrial Council, whereas on the food preserving side 
It appeared that a deliberate policy had been evolved with the result that 
employers who were members of the Joint Industrial Council were never 
members of fte Wages Council. It was significant that adjournments or very 
lenphy meetings were more prevalent on Council than on others of which 
we had either evidence or personal knowledge. 

EVIDENCE FOR AND AGAINST VARIATION 
Sugar Confectionery Branch 



19. The weight of opinion seems to be undoubtedly on the side of abolition 
of this branch of the Wages Council’s activities. The Trade Unions were 
unanimous that the J oint Industrial Council is and will continue to be adequate 
for the elective regulation of remuneration and conditions of employment for 
the workers concerned. There appears however to be a divergence of opinion 
on the^ employers’ side. It was said that, in general, retention of the Wages 
Council is mainly desired by the smaller and medium sized firms, although 
some similar sized firms wish to follow only the Joint Industrial Council agree- 
ments, whilst some of the larger firms wish to retain the dual wage-negotiating 
system. Concern was expressed about the large number of small firms where 
little or no Trade Union membership is said to exist. The Unions stated how- 
ever that they contemplated no difficulty in extending their membership in 
such firms. They were of the opinion that removal of statutory machinery 
would, in any event, act as a stimulus to recruitment because workers covered 
by a Wages Council were riequently under the misapprehension that their 
wages, were “Government controlled” and had no idea of the part played by 
Trade Unions on Wages Councils. 



Food Preserving Branch 

20. Opinions on whether the food preserving branch of the Wages Council 
should be abolished were mixed. Two of the Unions favoured abolition; the 
third had an initial reservation based on its view of the number of small firms 
involved and of the number coveted by the Joint Industrial Council. This 
reservation, however, was not pressed as the Union subsequently expressed 
the opinion that abolition would produce no real difficulties. The Unions con- 
tended that in many factories only a few of the processes are covered by the 
Wages Council and that a Joint Industrial Council offers greater facilities for 
covering all workers in a complex unit. They also pointed out that the section 
of the food manufacturing industry covered by the Wages Council is only a 
small part of the industry, and that it ought not to be necessary to retain a 
Wages Council for this small part leaving those workers employed in the 
remainder to be covered by voluntary negotiation. 

21. The Federation’s opposition to abolition was uncompromising. It 
asserted that the Joint Industrial Council machinery was quite inadequate for 
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the settlement of remuneration and conditions of employment. Such machinery 
did not cover the_ majority of firms employed in food preserving, and con- 
sequently there might well be no recognised terms or conditions for a par- 
ticular branch or operation which could be cited for the purposes of Section 8 
of the XCTms and Conditions of Employment Act. The Federation considered 
smaller, less mechanised firms were in the main those who did 
not follow the Joint Industrial Council rates they would be less willing, if 
indeed they were able, to pay the higher rates, and it was thought that the 
Unrons would have to have frequent recourse to the Industrial Court to enforce 
such rates. 



CONCLUSIONS 



_ 22. Much of the evidence, both oral and written, necessarily consisted of 
mpressions and generalisations, and not aU the factual information was up to 
date. It appeared, however, at an early stage that the Wages Council should 
not continue in its present form. 



23. After consideration of all the evidence placed before us we have come 
to the conclusion and so recommend that the field of operation of the Sugar 
Confectionery and Food Preserving Wages Council (Great Britain) should be 
varied by excluding therefrom workers employed in Great Britain in the 
making of sugar confectionery, cocoa and chocolate. 

entirely clear whether our terms of reference preclude the 
posmbihty of abolition of the Wages Council and we do not regard ourselves 
^ havmg power to express a final view on this question. It appeared to us 
however, m the course of our deliberation that consideration should be "iveii 
to the food preserving branch of the industry if our examination of the 
oj^ration of the Wages Council was to be complete. Two of the Unions in 
^Hj?t.^®^tons _ concerned with the sugar confectionery branch, expressed "the 
additional view that the food preserving branch should also be removed from 
toe scope of the Wages Council, thus resulting in the abolition of the Wa<ies 

nniinf'il ° 



25. It seems to us that, on the figures available, there is probably little 
substantial difference between the proportions of workers covered by the 
Joint Industrie CouncU agreements of the two branches of the industry. Both 
Joint Industrial Councils include small, medium and large firms and the 
membership is reasonably well spread throughout the country In addition a 
number of firms, although not members of toe Joint Industrial Council 
follow Its agreements and others have their own structures of wages at hio-her 
levels which in some cases are negotiated direct with the Trade Unions'? 



26. We considered it unfortunate that no employers in the food preserving 
branch who were members of the Joint Industrial Council are nominated to be 
members of the WagM Council. We were surprised to receive the objection 
that the abolition of the Wages Council might result in the higher rates of the 
Jomt Industrial Council being established as toe minimum rates throuohout the 
industry. We do not consider that the purpose of a Wages Council should be 
to establish a level of wages lower than would be likely to apply in the 
absence of toe Wages Council. If there is adequate machinery for the effective 
negotiation of a reasonable standard of remuneration the case for continuing 
a Wages Council disappears. ® 



27. We noted the argument of toe Trade Unions that the existence of the 
Wages Council prevented their having recourse to the Industrial Court as a 
consequence of Section 8 of the Terms and Conditions of Employment Act, 
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beliL that suJh ^frnr^^^ impediment to recruitment. Whilst we do not 
Xo nt InduLrial CmrHl consider that the terms of the 

mifented Wv ft,, ^ agreements are such that the unions should not be 

Kfth^Seaior^^^^^^^^ rights 

liahLf'lL\\''nerTtfenTV-^a''°°^P"^ industry in the 

scope of tL waaes^ “ 

manufacture whfh k “dustry of food 

torne in mLdS Mr to statutory wage enforcement. We have 

in 1945 re affirmed^tt; t" debate on the Wages Councils Bill 

wherever possM? be renl?"dT^® statutory wages regulation should, 
beln the vi™ of J ^ r ''°^™‘ary negotiating machinery. This has 
tria? CnmHI k le ^ Ministers of Labour. Although the Joint Indus- 

tnal Council IS less representative of the food preserving trade than it might 

Ld TOnd^tiomU^e^^ 1 » regulate remuneratfon 

heli4rthai tvf ^ of workers in this branch of the industry. We 

indusmiS whprf. statutory machinery might, as in the case of other 

more imerlt In ^^^§'=^Councils have recently been abolished, stimulate even 

the LinnTcotL machinery and strengthen the membership of 

the organisations on both sides of the industry. 

29. We think it proper in reviewing all the evidence placed before us to 
express our views upon both branches of the industry and, if our terms of 
reference authorise us to make such a recommendation, we come to the 
supplenientary conclusion and so recommend that the field of operation of the 
n T .1 Confectionery and Food Preserving Wages CouncU (Great Britain) 
should furth^er be varied by the exclusion of workers employed in Great 
..pntjain in the making of jam, marmalade, preserved fruits, fruit and table 
jellies, meat extracts, meat essences, sauces and pickles: the preparation of 
meat, poultry, game, fish, vegetables and fruit for sale in a preserved state in 
tms, pots bottles, and similar recptacles. The effect of the further recommenda- 
tion would be to abolish the Wages Council. 

30 We take this opportunity of expressing our thanks to Mr. R. J. Bowman 
tor the admirable way in which he has performed the duties of Secretary. We 
are grateful for the research work he has done on our behalf and for the 
readiness with which he has placed his knowledge and experience at our 
disposal. 



We have the honour to be, Sir, 

Your obedient Servants, 

GEORGE HONEYMAN {Chairman) 

F. A. AXTELL 

A. E. HALLIDAY 

MARY MORRIS 

GLYN PICTON 

ALAN SWIN0EN 

F. I. TUCKWELL 

R. J. BOWMAN, Secretary. 

31st July, 1961. 
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APPENDIX 



LIST OF ORGANISATIONS AND PERSONS GIVING ORAL AND 
WRITTEN EVIDENCE 

** Cocoa, Chocolate and Confectionery Alliance. 

** Food Manufacturers’ Federation Incorporated, 
t Ministry of Labour. 

** National Union of General and Municipal Workers. 

* Professor F. A. Wells, O.B.E. — Chairman of the Sugar Confectionery and 
Food Preserving Wages Council (Great Britain). 

** Transport and General Workers Union. 

** Union of Shop, Distributive and Allied Workers. 



♦Denotes oral evidence. **Denotes oral and written evidence. fDenotes written evidence. 
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